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4 Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluations 

4.1 Introduction  

Chapter 4, Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluations, of the Merced to Fresno Section: 
Central Valley Wye Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) (Final Supplemental EIR/EIS) updates the Merced to Fresno Section California 
High-Speed Train Final Project Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS) (California High-Speed Rail Authority [Authority] and Federal 
Railroad Administration [FRA] 2012a) with new and revised information relevant to the Section 
4(f) and Section 6(f) evaluations. This chapter provides the analysis to support determinations 
necessary to comply with the provisions of Title 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 303 
(hereinafter referred to as Section 4(f)) and the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act 
of 1965 (hereinafter referred to as Section 6(f)). This chapter also describes the statutory 
requirements associated with Section 4(f); identifies the properties protected by Section 4(f) in the 
resource study area (RSA); and determines whether the Central Valley Wye alternatives would 
result in the use of those properties. If a use is found, this chapter determines whether the use 
results in a de minimis impact; and if the use is not a de minimis impact, determines whether 
there are any feasible and prudent alternatives that would avoid the use, identifies measures to 
minimize harm, and completes a least-harm analysis for the Central Valley Wye alternatives.  

There are no Section 6(f) properties in the RSA that could be affected by the Central Valley Wye 
alternatives. A description of the process used to identify Section 6(f) properties in the RSA is 
provided in Section 4.10, Section 6(f). Additionally, no wildlife or waterfowl refuges were identified 
in the RSA, following map review and the agency coordination described in Section 4.2, 
Coordination.   

The analysis is consistent with the analysis conducted in the Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS. 
Both analyses use the same methodology for identifying Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) properties 
and making an assessment of impacts on resources protected under Section 4(f) and Section 
6(f). 

Two other resource sections in this Final Supplemental EIR/EIS provide additional information 
related to Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) evaluations: 

¶ Section 3.15, Parks, Recreation, and Open SpaceðImpacts of constructing the Central 
Valley Wye alternatives on community recreational facilities 

¶ Section 3.17, Cultural ResourcesðImpacts of constructing the Central Valley Wye 
alternatives on historic properties 

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIR/EIS, in addition to the global issues described in 
Section S.1.2, Global Changes in the Final Supplemental EIR/EIS, of the Summary, the following 
substantive changes have been made to this chapter. 

¶ Identification of the alternative with the least overall harm and finalization of the Authorityôs 
Section 4(f) determinations concerning the use of Section 4(f)-protected properties. 

4.1.1 Section 4(f)  and Section 6(f)  

Projects undertaken by an operating administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation or 
that may receive federal funding or discretionary approvals from an operating administration of 
U.S. Department of Transportation must demonstrate compliance with Section 4(f).  

This Section 4(f) evaluation was prepared by the Authority pursuant to 23 U.S.C. Section 327 and 
the terms of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Assignment Memorandum of 
Understanding (FRA and State of California 2019) assigning to the Authority responsibility for 
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compliance with NEPA and other federal environmental laws, including Section 4(f) (49 U.S.C. § 

303) and related U.S. Department of Transportation orders and guidance.1 

Section 4(f) protects publicly owned land of parks, recreational areas, and wildlife refuges. 
Section 4(f) also protects historic sites of national, state, or local significance located on public or 
private land. The FRAôs Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Fed. Reg. 25445) 
contains FRA processes and protocols for analyzing the potential use of Section 4(f) resources, 
used by the Authority for preparing Section 4(f) documentation. In addition, the Authority 
considers the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administrationôs Section 4(f) 
regulations as guidance when applying the requirements established in Section 4(f); those 
regulations are in Title 23 U.S.C. Part 774. 

The Authority may not approve the use of a Section 4(f) property unless it determines that there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative to avoid the use of the property and the action includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such use, or determines that the project has a 
de minimis impact consistent with the requirements of Title 49 U.S.C. Section 303(d).  

An alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment. In 
determining whether an alternative is prudent, the Authority may consider if the alternative would 
result in any of the following: 

¶ Compromise the project to a degree that is unreasonable for proceeding with the project in 
light of its stated Purpose and Need. 

¶ Unacceptable safety or operational problems. 

¶ After reasonable mitigation, the project results in severe social, economic, or environmental 
impacts; severe disruption to established communities; severe disproportionate impacts on 
minority or low-income populations; or severe impacts on environmental resources protected 
under other federal statutes. 

¶ Additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an extraordinary magnitude. 

¶ Other unique problems or unusual factors. 

¶ Multiple factors that, while individually minor, cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts 
of extraordinary magnitude. 

If the Authority determines there is both the use of a Section 4(f) property and that there is no 
prudent and feasible alternative to the use of a Section 4(f) property, then the project must 
include all possible planning to minimize harm to the property, which includes all reasonable 
measures to minimize harm or mitigate impacts (49 U.S.C. § 303(c)(2)).  

After making a Section 4(f) determination and identifying measures to minimize harm, if there is 
more than one alternative that results in the use of a Section 4(f) property, the Authority must also 
compare the alternatives to determine which alternative has the potential to cause the least 
overall harm in light of the preservationist purpose of the statute. The least overall harm may be 
determined by balancing the following factors: 

¶ The ability to mitigate adverse impacts on each Section 4(f) property (including any measures 
that result in benefits to the property). 

¶ The relative severity of the remaining harmðafter mitigationðto the protected activities, 
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection. 

¶ The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property. 

¶ The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property. 

 

1 Under the NEPA Assignment Memorandum of Understanding, the Authority is required to consult with FRA on any 
proposed constructive use determination. As detailed in this Final Section 4(f) evaluation, the Authority has not made any 
constructive use determinations for any of the Central Valley Wye alternatives.  
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¶ The degree to which each alternative meets the Purpose and Need for the project. 

¶ After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts on resources not 
protected by Section 4(f). 

¶ Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 

Section 6(f) properties are recreation resources funded by the LWCF Act. Land purchased with 
these funds cannot be converted to non-recreation use without coordination with the National 
Park Service (NPS) and mitigation that includes replacement of the quality and quantity of land 
used. Section 4.10 addresses Section 6(f). 

4.1.2 Resource Study Area  

The RSA for impacts on Section 4(f) properties encompasses all eligible Section 4(f) and Section 
6(f) properties. The RSA is defined differently for recreational lands and for historic properties. 
Figure 4-1 depicts the location of the Section 4(f) properties relative to the Central Valley Wye 
alternatives. All of the Section 4(f) properties identified within the RSA are located in Merced and 
Madera Counties. There are no Section 6(f) properties within the RSA (refer to Section 4.10 for 
additional information regarding the process used to identify Section 6(f) properties). Additionally, 
there were no wildlife or waterfowl refuges identified in the RSA (refer to Section 4.2). 
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 Source: Authority and FRA, 2016; ESRI, 2013; CAL FIRE, 2004;      DECEMBER 19, 2017 
 ESRI/National Geographic, 2015; Google Earth, 2015 

Figure 4-1 Locations of Section 4(f) Properties 
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4.1.2.1 Recreation  and Open Space  

The RSA for impacts on recreation lands and open-space Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources 
includes the project footprint for each of the Central Valley Wye alternatives, plus 1,000 feet from 
the edge of the project footprint, including tracks, stations, maintenance facilities, and new roads 

required for operation of the Central Valley Wye alternatives.2 The 1,000-foot distance for the 
RSA was selected because parks, recreation, and open-space resources located within this 
distance from the Central Valley Wye alternatives would be reasonably expected to experience 
the physical changes and impact of operations.  

4.1.2.2 Historic Properties  

As described in Section 4.1.3, Section 4(f) Applicability, historic properties on or eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) may qualify for protections under Section 4(f). 
Because the Central Valley Wye alternatives is a federal undertaking, it must comply with the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The NHPA implementing regulations at 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 800.4(a)(1) require the establishment of an area of potential effect 
(APE). Therefore, the historic properties RSA hereafter will be referred to as the historic 
architectural APE. The historic architectural APE is the geographic area or areas within which an 
undertaking may directly or indirectly alter the character or use of historic properties that are 
potentially eligible for listing, or are listed, on the NRHP, if any such properties exist. For 
archaeological resources, a separate APE was developed that consisted of the area anticipated 
to undergo ground disturbance. Since the archaeological APE is smaller than the historic 
architectural APE, and because there is one known prehistoric site assumed to be NRHP eligible 
that has been identified to date and would be avoided, the historic architectural APE has been 
used for identification of all Section 4(f) protected historic sites.  

The historic architectural APE includes each parcel located within or crossed by the project 
footprints of all Central Valley Wye alternatives. The historic architectural APE is defined in more 
detail in Section 3.17 and includes: 

¶ Properties within the proposed right-of-way. 

¶ Properties where historic materials or associated landscape features would be demolished, 
moved, or altered by construction. 

¶ Properties near the undertaking where railroad materials, features, and activities have not 
been part of their historic setting and where the introduction of visual or audible elements 
may affect the use or characteristics of those properties eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

¶ For upgrades to existing linear infrastructure (i.e., existing power lines), the APE was set at 
the existing right-of-way line (or parcel line) because there would not be a potential to cause 
direct or indirect adverse effects on built resources (i.e., Robertson Tree Boulevard, Delta-

Mendota Canal, and California Aqueduct).3 

4.1.3 Section 4(f) Applicability  

A park or recreation area qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) if (1) the property is publicly 
owned; (2) the property is open to the general public; (3) the propertyôs primary purpose is as a 
park or recreation area; and (4) the property is considered significant by the authority with 
jurisdiction. A wildlife or waterfowl refuge qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) if it (1) is 
publicly owned at the time at which the ñuseò occurs, (2) is being used as a refuge, and (3) is 

 

2 Impacts on 4(f) resources resulting from electricity transmission network upgrades would be limited to temporary, 
construction-related impacts (e.g., noise, dust) that would occur near but not within these 4(f) resources. Following 
construction, continued operation of the network upgrades would be the same as existing conditions. Therefore, network 
upgrades would not result in a temporary occupancy nor a constructive use of these properties. 
3 Network upgrades would not result in direct or indirect effects on the Robertson Tree Boulevard, Delta-Mendota Canal, 
and/or California Aqueduct, effects would be temporary during construction (e.g., noise, dust), and operation of the 
network upgrades would be the same as existing conditions.  
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considered significant by the authority with jurisdiction. Recreational areas associated with 
publicly owned schools may also qualify for 4(f) protection if they are open to the public during 
non-school hours for organized recreational purposes, or if they provide playgrounds, running 
tracks, ball fields, or similar facilities for the surrounding community. 

For a cultural resource to be protected by Section 4(f), it must be on, or eligible for, NRHP listing. 
The NPS, which administers the NRHP, has issued regulations establishing the evaluation criteria 
to be used in determining NRHP eligibility of the site (36 C.F.R. 60.4). Under those regulations, 
the quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture 
is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and meet any of the following 
criteria:  

(a)  that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or  

(b)  that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  

(c)  that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or  

(d)  that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

The results of the Section 106 process determine whether Section 4(f) applies to historic 
properties and are critical in determining the applicability and outcome of the Section 4(f) 
evaluation. The most important difference between the two statutes is the way each measures 
impacts on cultural resources. Whereas Section 106 is concerned with adverse effects, Section 
4(f) is concerned with use of protected properties. 

For archaeological sites, in addition to the general requirements for cultural resources, Section 
4(f) applies only to those sites that are on or eligible for the NRHP and that warrant preservation 
in place, including those sites discovered during construction. Section 4(f) does not apply if the 
Authority determines, after consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)/Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), federally recognized Indian tribes (as appropriate), and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) (if participating), that the archeological 
resource is important chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal 
value for preservation in place (23 C.F.R. 774.13[b]).  

4.1.4 Section 4(f)  Use Definition  

After Section 4(f) properties have been identified in the RSA, it is then determined if any of them 
would be used by an alternative or alternatives of a project. Use may occur in one of the following 
four forms: permanent, temporary occupancy, constructive, and de minimis impact. These types 
of use are defined in the following sections. 

4.1.4.1 Permanent Use  

A permanent use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when property is permanently incorporated 
into a proposed transportation facility. This might occur as a result of partial or full acquisition, 
permanent easements, or temporary easements that exceed limits for temporary occupancy. 

4.1.4.2 Temporary Occupancy  

A temporary occupancy results in a use of a Section 4(f) resource when a temporary action on 
the property is considered adverse in terms of the preservationist purpose of the Section 4(f) 
statute. However, a temporary occupancy of a property does not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) 
resource when the following conditions are satisfied:  

¶ The occupancy must be of temporary duration (e.g., shorter than the period of construction) 
and must not involve a change in ownership of the property. 

¶ The scope of work must be minor, with only minimal changes to the protected resource. 
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¶ There must be no permanent adverse physical impacts on the protected resource or 
temporary or permanent interference with activities or purpose of the resource. 

¶ The property being used must be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as 
existed before project construction. 

¶ There must be documented agreement from the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over 
the resource regarding the foregoing requirements. 

4.1.4.3 Constructive Use  

A constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when a transportation project does not 
permanently incorporate the property of a protected resource, but the proximity of the project 
results in impacts (e.g., noise, vibration, visual, access, ecological) that are so severe that the 
protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under 
Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. Substantial impairment occurs only if the protected 
activities, features, or attributes of the resource are substantially diminished. This determination is 
made after taking the following steps:  

¶ Identifying the current activities, features, or attributes of the resource that may be sensitive 
to proximity impacts 

¶ Analyzing the potential proximity impacts on the resource 

¶ Consulting with the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over the resource 

An indirect adverse impact on a historic property under Section 106 does not necessarily result in 
a constructive use unless the impact substantially impairs the attributes and features that qualify 
the resource for protection under Section 4(f).  

4.1.4.4 De minimis  Impact  

Generally, a de minimis impact occurs when land from a Section 4(f) property is permanently 
incorporated into the project but the use of the land is minor and would not adversely affect the 
features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f). For this 
analysis, a determination of de minimis impact would be based on the following criteria and 
requirements: 

¶ For recreation areas, a de minimis impact determination may be made if the Authority 
concludes that the transportation project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and 
attributes qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f) after mitigation. In addition, 
to make a de minimis impact determination, there must be public notice and opportunity for 
public review and comment, as well as written concurrence from the officials with jurisdiction 
over the property. 

¶ For an historic site, a de minimis impact determination may be made if, in accordance with 
the Section 106 process of the NHPA, the Authority determines that the transportation 
program or project will have no effect or no adverse effect on historic properties; the Authority 
has received written concurrence from the official(s) with jurisdiction over the property (e.g., 
the SHPO); and the Authority has taken into account the views of consulting parties to the 
Section 106 process as required by 36 C.F.R. Part 800. 

4.2 Coordination  

Consistent with Title 49 U.S.C. Section 303(b) and the FRAôs Environmental Procedures, as well 
as the NEPA Assignment Memorandum of Understanding, copies of the Draft Supplemental 
EIR/EIS, and this Final Supplemental EIR/EIS have been provided to the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the Secretary of Agriculture, and key state 
and local jurisdictional agencies. The Authority and the FRA consulted, and the Authority 
continues to consult, with the SHPO and local jurisdictions to identify and assess impacts on 
Section 4(f) resources, as appropriate (Office of Historic Preservation [OHP] 2012; 2016; 2017). 
The Authority has consulted with the agencies that have jurisdiction over properties that may 
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constitute public parks, including the Chowchilla Elementary School District, Madera County, and 
the Cities of Madera and Chowchilla, regarding potential recreational resources in the RSA 
(Barnes pers. comm.). One park and recreational facility was identified through this process 
within the RSA: the Fairmead Elementary School play area. No additional resources within the 
RSA were identified as a result of this process as no responses to initial requests for information 
have been received. Additionally, the Authority consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and confirmed there are no wildlife or waterfowl refuges in the RSA. Related coordination 
activities with the SHPO regarding historic properties also occurred throughout the Section 106 of 
the NHPA and Tribal Consultation processes as part of the Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS 
(Authority and FRA 2012a). Coordination with the SHPO has included obtaining concurrence on 
the eligibility findings for historic properties (OHP 2012, 2016, 2017). Coordination with the SHPO 
for the Central Valley Wye alternatives is summarized in Section 3.17. 

A preliminary Section 4(f) evaluation was included in the Draft Supplemental EIR/EIS and was 
made available for a 45-day public review period. No comments were received on the Section 4(f) 
analysis, with the exception of a letter from the Office of the Secretary of the Interior providing 
concurrence with the preliminary Section 4(f) determinations. The Secretary of the Interiorôs letter 
is included in Volume IV of this Final Supplemental EIR/EIS. 

This is the final Section 4(f) evaluation, and the Authorityôs final Section 4(f) determinations will be 
included in the Record of Decision. 

Table 4-1 lists the coordination efforts (through July 2018) with affected agencies for the Central 
Valley Wye alternatives to determine potential 4(f) resources. 

Table 4-1 Central Valley Wye Alternatives Section 4(f) Evaluation Consultation Summary  

Date of 
Response Form 

Participants  

(Official with Jurisdiction) General Topic(s) 

March 2012 Letter Office of Historic Preservation 

(State Historic Preservation Officer) 

Section 106 consultation for the 
Merced to Fresno Section High-Speed 
Train Project 

January 2015 Telephone Fairmead Elementary School 

(Chowchilla Elementary School 
District) 

Information on public use of the school 
play areas  

February 2015 Letter City of Chowchilla Department of 
Public Works 

(City of Chowchilla) 

Planned recreational resources and 
general information on the Cityôs park 
resources 

February 2015 Letter Chowchilla Elementary School District 

(Chowchilla Elementary School 
District) 

General information on the Fairmead 
Elementary School play areas and joint 
use agreement with Madera County 

February 2015 Letter Madera County Resource 
Management Agency 

(Madera County) 

General information on Madera County 
recreation lands 

February 2015 Letter U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) 

Establishing that there are no wildlife 
or waterfowl refuges in the RSA 

August 2016 Telephone Bert Crane Ranches Establishing that there are no public 
resources located on the property 
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Date of 
Response Form 

Participants  

(Official with Jurisdiction) General Topic(s) 

November 
2016 

Letter Office of Historic Preservation 

(State Historic Preservation Officer) 

Concurrence on the ASR and HASR 
for the Central Valley Wye alternatives, 
and the ASR Addendum No. 1 and 
HASR Addendum No. 1 for the Central 
Valley Wye-Electrical Interconnections 
and Upgrades 

January 2017 Letter Office of Historic Preservation 

(State Historic Preservation Officer) 

Concurrence on additional 
documentation regarding SR 152 and 
roads proposed for possible closure for 
the Central Valley Wye HASR  

March 2018 Email FRA Concurrence on the Central Valley 
Wye FOE 

April 2018 Letter Office of Historic Preservation 

(State Historic Preservation Officer) 

Concurrence on the Central Valley 
Wye FOE and agreement that 
amending the BETP and ATP in 
accordance with Stipulation V.D of the 
MOA is sufficient to address the 
adverse effects 

July 2018 Letter Office of Historic Preservation 

(State Historic Preservation Officer) 

Agreement with sufficiency of the 
proposed measures to minimize 
adverse effects to the Robertson Tree 
Row in the draft BETP No. 3 for 
Central Valley Wye 

Source: Authority, 2019 
Note: Consultation regarding Section 4(f) use to date has only been conducted through the Section 106 process. The State Historic Preservation 
Officer has concurred with the findings on resources under their jurisdiction. 
ASR = Archaeological Survey Report  FOE = Finding of Effect 
HASR = Historic Architectural Survey Report BETP = Built Environment Treatment Plan  
RSA = resource study area  ATP = Archaeological Treatment Plan 
FRA = Federal Railroad Administration MOA = Memorandum of Agreement 
SR = State Route 

4.3 Purpose and Need  

The purpose of the statewide HSR system is to provide a reliable high-speed electric-powered 
train system that links the major metropolitan areas of the state and that delivers predictable and 
consistent travel times. A further objective is to provide an interface with commercial airports, 
mass transit, and the highway network and to relieve capacity constraints of the existing 
transportation system as increases in intercity travel demand in California occur, in a manner 
sensitive to and protective of Californiaôs unique natural resources (Authority and FRA 2005). 

The purpose of the Merced to Fresno Section is to provide the public with electric-powered HSR 
service that provides predictable and consistent travel times between major urban centers and 
connectivity to airports, mass transit systems, and the highway network in the south San Joaquin 
Valley, and to connect the northern and southern portions of the system. 

The need for an HSR system exists statewide, with regional areas contributing to this need. The 
Merced to Fresno Section is an essential component of the statewide HSR system.  

The capacity of Californiaôs intercity transportation system, including the central part of the San 
Joaquin Valley region, is insufficient to meet existing and future travel demand. The current and 
projected future system congestion will continue to result in deteriorating air quality, reduced 
reliability, and increased travel times. The current transportation system has not kept pace with 
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the increase in population, economic activity, and tourism within the state, including in the central 
part of the San Joaquin Valley region. The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and 
conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel market are operating at or near 
capacity. These transportation systems will require large public investments for maintenance and 
expansion to meet existing demand and future growth over the next 25 years and beyond. 
Moreover, the feasibility of expanding many major highways and key airports is uncertain; some 
needed expansions might be impractical or are constrained by physical, political, and other 
factors. The need for improvements to intercity travel in California, including intercity travel 
between the central part of the San Joaquin Valley, the San Francisco Bay Area, Sacramento, 
and Southern California relates to the following issues: 

¶ Future growth in demand for intercity travel, including the growth in demand within the central 
part of the San Joaquin Valley region. 

¶ Capacity constraints that will result in increasing congestion and travel delays, including 
those in the central part of the San Joaquin Valley region. 

¶ Unreliability of travel stemming from congestion and delays, weather conditions, accidents, 
and other factors that affect the quality of life and economic well-being of residents, 
businesses, and tourism in California, including the central part of the San Joaquin Valley 
region. 

¶ Reduced mobility as a result of increasing demand on limited modal connections between 
major airports, transit systems, and passenger rail in the state, including the central part of 
the San Joaquin Valley region. 

¶ Poor and deteriorating air quality and pressure on natural resources and agricultural lands as 
a result of expanded highways and airports and urban development pressures, including the 
development pressures within the central part of the San Joaquin Valley region. 

4.4 Alternatives  Descriptions  

This section describes the No Project Alternative and the four Central Valley Wye alternativesð
the SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye Alternative, the SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye Alternative, 
the Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative, and the SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye Alternative. 
These four Central Valley Wye alternatives are located in Merced and Madera Counties and 
represent a range of geographic corridor combinations to the east or west of Chowchilla and to 
the north or south of SR 152. All alternatives also include electrical interconnection and network 
upgrades to existing Pacific Gas & Electric infrastructure in Stanislaus, Fresno, Merced, and 
Madera Counties required to meet the projected demands of the HSR system. 

Each of the Central Valley Wye alternatives share common endpoints and have three legs, which 
would extend from west to east, then north and south. The San Jose to Merced leg of each 
alternative would begin at the common westerly endpoint of Henry Miller Road and Carlucci Road 
in Merced County, and then extend east and north, toward Merced, ending near the intersection 
of SR 99 and Ranch Road adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). The San Jose to 
Fresno leg would extend to the east and south, along the BNSF Railway (BNSF), ending at 
Avenue 19 near Madera Acres. For each alternative, the Merced to Fresno leg is the short 
section of track that connects the two longer legs. 

Wildlife crossing structures would be installed in at-grade embankments where the alignments 
extend through wildlife corridors. The Central Valley Wye alternatives are described in more detail 
in Chapter 2, Alternatives, and are briefly summarized in this section. Figure 4-1 shows the 
locations of the Central Valley Wye alternatives. 

4.4.1 No Project Alternative  

The No Project Alternative considers the impacts of current land use and transportation plans in 
Merced and Madera Counties, including planned improvements to the highway, aviation, 
conventional passenger rail, and freight rail systems through the 2040 planning horizon for the 
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environmental analysis. The No Project Alternative is included in this Final Supplemental EIR/EIS 
to allow a comparison to the impacts of the Central Valley Wye alternatives.  

The network upgrades proposed in Merced, Madera, Fresno, and Stanislaus Counties are 
ancillary project features, specifically designed to accommodate the planned electrical load 
required for the HSR system. As such, if the HSR project is not approved, these upgrades would 
not be required. Therefore, the No Project Alterative is appropriately confined to only Merced and 
Madera Counties, where reasonably foreseeable consequences of not implementing the Central 
Valley Wye alternatives would occur.  

As noted in Section 2.1, Background, in 2012 the Authority approved a north-south alignment and 
stations in Merced and Fresno, but deferred a decision on the area known as the ñwye 
connectionò, that is, the east-west high-speed rail connection between the San Jose to Merced 
Section to the west and the north-south Merced to Fresno Section to the east, to allow for 
additional environmental analysis. FRA made a similar decision, also choosing to defer a decision 
on the Central Valley Wye connection pending further study. Construction is proceeding on the 
approved Merced to Fresno Section alignment south of the Central Valley Wye. Construction is 
also underway in the adjacent Fresno to Bakersfield Section. If a Central Valley Wye alternative is 
not approved, then under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Merced to Fresno 
Section alignment would continue south of the Central Valley Wye area and connect to the 
adjacent Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Construction would also proceed in the portion of the 
already approved Merced to Fresno Section alignment north of the Central Valley Wye. The No 
Project Alternative would also include construction of the adjacent San Jose to Merced Section 
west of the Central Valley Wye. Section 2.2.2, No Project Alternative, provides additional detail 
regarding this alternative. 

4.4.2 SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye  Alternative  

The SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye Alternative would extend approximately 52 miles through 
Merced and Madera Counties. The alternative would follow the existing Henry Miller Road and 
SR 152 rights-of-way as closely as possible in the east-west direction and the Road 13, SR 99, 
and BNSF rights-of-way in the north-south direction.  

The SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye Alternative would begin in Merced County at the intersection 
of Henry Miller Road and Carlucci Road and continue due east toward Elgin Avenue, where it 
would curve south toward and cross over the San Joaquin River and the Eastside Bypass. After 
crossing the two watercourses, the alignment would turn east, cross SR 59 just north of the 
existing SR 152/SR 59 interchange, and continue parallel to the north side of SR 152, entering 
Madera County. Approximately 7 miles east of the SR 152/SR 59 interchange, the alignment 
would cross and require reconstruction of approximately 400 linear feet of the Chowchilla Canal.  

West of Chowchilla, at approximately Road 11, the San Jose to Merced leg would split from the 
mainline and curve north along the east side of Road 13. It would then curve to the northwest to 
connect to the Merced to Fresno Section: Hybrid Alternative along the west side of the UPRR/ 
SR 99 corridor, continuing to its termination at Ranch Road.  

The San Jose to Fresno leg of this alternative would continue east from the split near Road 11 
and along the north side of SR 152 toward Chowchilla. At this location, along the east side of the 
split, Robertson Boulevard would be reconfigured to maintain north-south circulation along the 
roadway. The alternative would travel south of Chowchilla and cross over the UPRR/SR 99 
corridor and Fairmead Boulevard north of Avenue 23. It would then curve southeast to meet the 
Merced to Fresno Section: Hybrid Alternative along the west side of the BNSF corridor, ending at 
Avenue 19. Along this leg, the alignment would pass within 850 feet of Fairmead Elementary 
School.  

The Merced to Fresno leg of the alternative would split from the San Jose to Fresno leg near 
Road 14 and curve northwest, connecting to the San Jose to Merced leg near Avenue 25.  

The majority of the SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye Alternative would be at-grade; however, the 
alternative would include elevated structures spanning some waterways, roadways, or other 



Chapter 4 Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluations   

 

August 2020 California High-Speed Rail Authority 

Page | 4-12 Merced to Fresno Section: Central Valley Wye Final Supplemental EIR/EIS 

railroads and HSR tracks. Section 2.3.1, SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye Alternative, provides 
additional detail for this alternative. 

4.4.3 SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye  Alternative  

The SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye Alternative would extend approximately 55 miles through 
Merced and Madera Counties. The alternative is designed to follow the existing Henry Miller 
Road and SR 152 rights-of-way as closely as practicable in the east-west direction, and the Road 
19, SR 99, and BNSF rights-of-way in the north-south direction. 

The SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye Alternative would begin at the intersection of Henry Miller 
Road and Carlucci Road and continue east toward Elgin Avenue, where it would curve southeast 
toward and cross over the San Joaquin River and the Eastside Bypass. It would then continue 
east, cross SR 59 just north of the SR 152/SR 59 interchange, and continue east parallel to the 
north side of SR 152 and would then curve north along the east side of Road 19. The SR 152 
(North) to Road 19 Wye Alternative would cross the Chowchilla Canal at the same location as the 
SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye Alternative, and would require reconfiguration of the Robertson 
Boulevard Tree Row, resulting in the removal of palm trees at the same location as the SR 152 
(North) to Road 13 Wye Alternative. 

East of Road 17, the San Jose to Merced leg of this alternative would curve northeast, cross over 
the UPRR/SR 99 corridor, and then would continue north along the east side of Road 19. 
Approximately 0.6 mile north of Sandy Mush Road, the alternative would ascend to grade and 
continue along the UPRR/SR 99 corridor until connecting with the Merced to Fresno Section: 
Hybrid Alternative at Ranch Road. 

The San Jose to Fresno leg of this alternative would continue east from Road 16, along the north 
side of SR 152, to cross the SR 99 corridor north of the SR 99/SR 152 interchange. It would then 
curve southeast to join the Merced to Fresno Section: Hybrid Alternative along the west side of 
the BNSF corridor, at Avenue 19. The curve would pass within 780 feet of Fairmead Elementary 
School. 

The Merced to Fresno leg of this alternative would split from the San Jose to Fresno leg near 
Road 20 1/2 and curve northwest, connecting to the San Jose to Merced leg near Avenue 25.  

The majority of the SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye Alternative would be at-grade, but the 
alternative would include elevated structures spanning some waterways, roadways, or other 
railroads and HSR tracks. Section 2.3.2, SR 152 (North) to Road 19Wye Alternative, provides 
additional detail for this alternative. 

4.4.4 Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye  Alternative  

The Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative would extend approximately 51 miles through Merced 
and Madera Counties. The alternative would follow the existing Henry Miller Road and Avenue 21 
rights-of-way as closely as practicable in the east-west direction and the Road 13, SR 99, and 
BNSF rights-of-way in the north-south direction.  

The Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative would begin at the intersection of Henry Miller Road 
and Carlucci Road, and travel east. West of Elgin Avenue, this alternative would curve southeast 
toward and cross over the San Joaquin River, SR 152, and the Eastside Bypass. The alignment 
would continue east along the north side of Avenue 21 toward Chowchilla. Approximately 4.5 
miles southeast of the SR 152/SR 59 interchange, the Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative 
would cross the Chowchilla Canal. 

Southwest of Chowchilla, near Road 11, the San Jose to Merced leg would split from the 
mainline, cross Road 13, and continue north along the east side of Road 13. It would then curve 
west to connect to the Merced to Fresno Section: Hybrid Alternative along the west side of the 
UPRR/SR 99 corridor, continuing to its termination at Ranch Road.  

The San Jose to Fresno leg would continue east from the split near Road 11, along the north side 
of Avenue 21, cross the UPRR/SR 99 corridor, and then curve southeast to meet the Merced to 
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Fresno Section: Hybrid Alternative along the west side of the BNSF corridor, ending at Avenue 
19. Similar to the SR 152 (North) to Road 13 and SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye Alternatives, 
this alternative would require reconfiguration of a portion of Robertson Boulevard, approximately 
2.5 miles to the south of the other three alternatives. As with the SR 152 (North) to Road 13 and 
SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye Alternatives, this reconfiguration would result in the removal of a 
portion of the Robertson Boulevard Tree Row. The Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative would 
completely avoid the Fairmead Elementary School. 

The Merced to Fresno leg of the alternative would split from the San Jose to Fresno leg near 
Road 15 and curve northwest, connecting to join the San Jose to Merced leg near SR 152.  

The majority of the Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative would be at-grade, but the alternative 
would include elevated structures spanning some waterways, roadways, or other railroads and 
HSR tracks. Section 2.3.3, Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative, provides additional detail for 
this alternative. 

4.4.5 SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye  Alternative  

The SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye Alternative would extend approximately 51 miles through 
Merced and Madera Counties. The alternative would follow the existing Henry Miller Road and 
SR 152 rights-of-way as closely as practicable in the east-west direction and the Road 11, SR 99, 
and BNSF rights-of-way in the north-south direction 

The SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye Alternative would begin at the intersection of Henry Miller 
Road and Carlucci Road and continue east toward Elgin Avenue, where it would curve south to 
run southeast toward and cross over the San Joaquin River and the Eastside Bypass. It would 
then continue east, cross SR 59 just north of the existing SR 152/SR 59 interchange, and 
continue parallel to the north side of SR 152. The SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye Alternative 
would cross the Chowchilla Canal at the same location as the SR 152 (North) to Road 13 Wye 
Alternative, and would require reconfiguration of the Robertson Boulevard Tree Row, resulting in 
the removal of palm trees at the same location as the SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Wye 
Alternative.  

West of Chowchilla, at approximately Road 10, the San Jose to Merced leg of this alternative 
would split from the mainline and curve north along the east side of Road 11. It would then curve 
to the northwest to connect to the Merced to Fresno Section: Hybrid Alternative along the west 
side of the UPRR/SR 99 corridor, continuing to its termination at Ranch Road. 

The San Jose to Fresno leg of this alternative would continue east from the split near Road 10, 
along the north side of SR 152 toward Chowchilla. The alternative would travel south of 
Chowchilla and cross over the UPRR/SR 99 corridor and Fairmead Boulevard north of Avenue 
23. It would then curve southeast to meet the Merced to Fresno Section: Hybrid Alternative along 
the west side of the BNSF corridor, ending at Avenue 19. Along this leg, the alignment would 
pass within 850 feet of Fairmead Elementary School. 

The Merced to Fresno leg of the Central Valley Wye alternative would split from the San Jose to 
Fresno leg near Road 13 and curve northwest, connecting to the San Jose to Merced leg near 
Avenue 25.  

The majority of the SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye Alternative would be at-grade, but the 
alternative would include elevated structures spanning some waterways, roadways, or other 
railroads and HSR tracks. Section 2.3.4, SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye Alternative, provides 
additional detail for this alternative.  

4.5 Section 4(f)  Applicability Analysis  

Section 4.5.1, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, identifies the park, recreation, and open-
space properties that meet the criteria for protection as Section 4(f) resources. Section 4.5.2, 
Cultural Resources, identifies cultural resources that meet the criteria for protection as 
Section 4(f) resources. All Section 4(f) resources are shown on Figure 4-1. Table 4-2 and Table 
4-3 provide information about the attributes of each of the properties that either have proximity 
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impacts that could result in the potential for a Section 4(f) use (parks, recreational areas, and 
open space) or are located in the historic architectural APE, which includes the archaeological 
APE. No wildlife or waterfowl refuges were identified in the RSA (refer to Section 4.2). 

Table 4-2 Recreation and Open Space Evaluated for Section 4(f) Use 

Property Name Description 
Official with 
Jurisdiction Alternative Distance from Centerline  

Fairmead 
Elementary 
School Play Areas 

Location: Fairmead 

Size: 4.3 acres  

Features: play areas, 
including two 
basketball courts 
open to the public 

Chowchilla 
Elementary 
School District 

SR 152 (North) to 
Road 13 Wye  

SR 152 (North) to 
Road 19 Wye 

SR 152 (North) to 
Road 11 Wye 

780ï850 feet 

Source: Authority, 2018 
SR = State Route 

Table 4-3 Resources Listed in, or Determined or Recommended Eligible for, the National 
Register of Historic Places 

Resource Name Address/Vicinity County Year Built 
NRHP Eligibility 
Status 

Central Valley 
Wye Alternative 
in which Property 
is Located in APE 

Chowchilla Canal Crosses SR 152 Madera 1872 Individual property 
determined eligible 
for the NRHP 
through Section 106 
process 

All 

Robertson Boulevard 
Tree Row 

Extends 9.4 miles 
from downtown 
Chowchilla 
southwest along 
SR 233 

Madera 1912 Individual property 
determined eligible 
for the NRHP 
through Section 106 
process 

All 

Source: Authority, 2018 
APE = area of potential effect 
NRHP = National Register of Historic Places 
SR = State Route 

4.5.1 Parks , Recreation , and Open Space  

Section 3.15, provides a description of each recreation and open-space area in the RSA; however, 
not all of these resources meet the requirements to qualify for protection under Section 4(f).  

Data collection to identify potential Section 4(f) resources consisted of a review of the plans and 
policies listed in Table 3.15-1 of Section 3.15.2.3, Regional and Local; consultation with officials 
with jurisdiction over resources; field reviews; public input; and the use of geographic information 
system data banks. The cities and counties provided the boundaries for parks and recreation 
resources within the RSA in geographic information system data format and in adopted plans. As 
noted, no public parks are present in the RSA. 

Based on the applicability criteria described in Section 4.1.3, Section 4(f) Applicability, one 
recreation resource identified in Section 3.15 is analyzed for potential use because it meets the 
criteria to qualify for protection under Section 4(f)ðthe Fairmead Elementary School play areas. 
The following resources did not meet the criteria and were excluded from Section 4(f) 
consideration:  
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¶ Berenda SloughðThis water-diversion slough has been considered by the City of 
Chowchilla as a potential future trail corridor along which a nonmotorized trail has been 
planned in the City of Chowchilla 2040 General Plan (City of Chowchilla 2011). Such future 
development has been excluded from Section 4(f) consideration because in the areas where 
the Central Valley Wye alternatives would cross the slough, the land is privately owned.  

¶ Ash SloughðThis water-diversion slough has been considered by the City of Chowchilla as 
a potential future trail corridor along which a nonmotorized trail has been planned in the City 
of Chowchilla 2040 General Plan (City of Chowchilla 2011). Such future development has 
been excluded from Section 4(f) consideration because in the areas where the Central Valley 
Wye alternatives would cross the slough, the land is privately owned. 

¶ China Cabin Ranch Wetland PreserveðThis property is a private holding of Bert Crane 
Ranches that is occupied primarily by grazing cattle and is not a public resource or active 
wildlife refuge (Martin 2016). Accordingly, this property does not qualify for Section 4(f) 
protection. 

¶ Alview Elementary School Play AreasðThese play areas are not open to the public after 
school hours, and no joint-use agreement governs the use of these fields for public recreation 
purposes. Accordingly, these play areas do not qualify for Section 4(f) protection.  

¶ Grassland Ecological AreaðThis roughly 160,000-acre area is composed of federal wildlife 
refuges (San Luis and Merced National Wildlife Refuges [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2013]), state wildlife management areas, a state park (Great Valley Grasslands State Park 
located near the northern portion of the San Luis Wildlife Refuge), and nearly 200 privately 
owned parcels, most of which are waterfowl hunting clubs. The southern boundary, within the 
RSA of a network upgrade proposed under the SR 152 (North) to Road 19 Alternative, is 
comprised of private properties and is not a public resource or active wildlife refuge. 
Accordingly, this area does not qualify for protection under Section 4(f). 

Table 4-2 and the discussion following describe the Section 4(f) property that has the potential to 
incur a Section 4(f) use, or are close enough to the Central Valley Wye alternatives that 
consideration under Section 4(f) use is warranted. 

4.5.1.1 Fairmead  Elementary School  Play Areas  

Fairmead Elementary School, owned by the Chowchilla Elementary School District, is at the 
northeast corner of Maple Street and Avenue 22 3/4 in Chowchilla, as shown on Figure 4-2. The 
play areas total 4.3 acres and are located along the eastern side of the school property. The play 
areas are within 410 to 460 feet of the project footprints for the SR 152 (North) to Road 13, SR 
152 (North) to Road 19, and SR 152 (North) to Road 11 Wye Alternatives. However, they are 
outside the RSA for the Avenue 21 to Road 13 Wye Alternative, because of the distance 
(approximately 1.75 miles) from the project footprint.  

Because of the limited availability of parks in the Fairmead area, the school fields were opened to 
the public through a Joint Use Facility Agreement with the County of Madera in February 2012. 
The school play areas remain open after school hours and on weekends for free public use. They 
are separated from the school grounds by a fence that limits access to school buildings and a 
playground and small paved play area that are used only during school hours. The portions of the 
fields that remain open to the public consist of an open grassy field that is used for organized 
sports and general sports play, and two basketball courts. Parking facilities on the school property 
are also available to the public users of the fields. 
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4.5.2 Cultural Resources  

Within the historic architectural APE, background research and the field survey revealed two 
historic properties listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP that qualify as Section 4(f) resources. 
These propertiesðthe Chowchilla Canal and Robertson Boulevard Tree Rowðare shown on 
Figure 4-3 through Figure 4-9. Most historic architectural field surveys and inventories were 
conducted from public rights-of-way, which provided only limited access to the historic 
architectural APE. Background research and field surveys were also performed within an 
archaeological resources APE, which is defined in Section 3.17.5.1, Definition of Resource Study 
Area/Area of Potential Effect. Permission to enter was granted for 2,888 acres of the 10,586-acre 
archaeological resources APE, of which 2,188 acres were surveyed. The research found that 
there are no known archaeological resources in the archaeological resources APE that qualify as 
Section 4(f) resources. One archaeological site, assumed eligible for listing in the NRHP, was 
identified in the archaeological APE but would not be affected by the Central Valley Wye 
alternatives. 
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Source: ESRI, 2013; CAL FIRE, 2004; ESRI/National Geographic, 2015; Google Earth, 2015 JUNE 15, 2017 

Figure 4-2 Section 4(f) Properties, Fairmead Elementary School 
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Source: Authority and FRA, 2016 JUNE 15, 2017 

Figure 4-3 Section 4(f) Properties, Chowchilla Canal 
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Source: Authority, 2017 JUNE 15, 2017 

Figure 4-4 Section 4(f) Properties, Chowchilla Canal 












